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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's election without traverse of claims 39-61 in the reply filed on November 29, 
2010 is acknowledged. Thus, claims 39-61 are presented for examination and claims 62-76 have 
been withdrawn from consideration. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on December 3, 2009 has been 
considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 39-42, 47-48, and 57-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
unpatentable over Carrender et al. [U.S. Patent 6,745,008] 

With regard to claim 39, Carrender et al. meets the limitation a tag receiving a signature 
signal by disclosing an RFID tag receiving RF signals from a reader (figure 2, items22 and 24), 
the limitation of processing circuitry sending an identification code to a reader by disclosing each 
tag having a unique identification code associated with a tag (column 4, lines 21-28), the 
limitation of a power supplying means configured to provide an electrical potential difference for 
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energizing a tag by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags having energy transmitted to them in 
order to power them (column 1, lines 56-67), the limitation of a clocking means circuitry met by 
multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; column 5, lines 11- 
27), and the limitation of the output code being governed by the magnitude of the received signal 
met by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags having energy transmitted to them in order to power 
them thus rendering a certain power level at which a tag can respond (column 1, lines 56-67). 

With regard to claim 40, please refer to the rejection for claim 39 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 41, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of an oscillator configured 
to oscillate at a constant frequency by disclosing a modulation circuit modulating at a primary 
frequency (column 2, lines 49-59). 

With regard to claim 42, please refer to the rejection for claim 39 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 47, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of an antenna assembly 
configured to generate a response radiation by disclosing an RFID tag (figure 5A) configured to 
transmit data through an antenna (column 1, lines 32-42). 

With regard to claim 48, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of an antenna assembly 
configured to generate a response radiation by disclosing an RFID tag (figure 5A) configured to 
transmit data through an antenna (column 1, lines 32-42) and the limitation of processing 
circuitry sending an identification code to a reader by disclosing each tag having a unique 
identification code associated with a tag (column 4, lines 21-28). 

With regard to claim 57, please refer to the rejection for claim 39 as the subject matter is 
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addressed. 

With regard to claim 58, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of of processing circuitry 
sending an identification code to a reader by disclosing each tag having a unique identification 
code associated with a tag (column 4, lines 21-28) and the limitation of a frequency generator by 
disclosing multiple frequency generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A) thus enabling the tag to 
send its identification code according to a generated frequency. 

With regard to claim 59, please refer to the rejection for claim 58 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 43 and 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carrender et al. [U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Mays et al. [U.S. Patent 6,838,989] 
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With regard to claim 43, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of the output code being 
governed by the magnitude of the received signal met by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags 
having energy transmitted to them in order to power them thus rendering a certain power level at 
which a tag can respond (column 1, lines 56-67). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose an 
amplifier for amplifying received signals. 

In the field of RFID communications, Mays et al. teaches the use of an amplifier in an 
RFID tag to amplify the received signal (column 7, lines 31-53). It would be obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals from an RFID transceiver and RFID 
tag amplifier to create an RFID tag that is capable of amplifying received RF signals in order to 
meet the required power level for tag operations to occur. 

With regard to claim 43, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of the output code being 
governed by the magnitude of the received signal met by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags 
having energy transmitted to them in order to power them thus rendering a certain power level at 
which a tag can respond (column 1, lines 56-67). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose an 
amplifier for amplifying received signals. 

In the field of RFID communications, Mays et al. teaches the use of an amplifier in an 
RFID tag to amplify the received signal (column 7, lines 31-53). The limitation of the 
transformer being a piezo-electric is a design choice. The artisan recognizes the obviousness of 
using a piezo-electric transformer in an RFID tag as it would allow a manufacturer to fabricate a 
transformer that will operate well with the other tag components. Therefore, it would be obvious 
to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals from an RFID transceiver 
and RFID tag amplifier to create an RFID tag that is capable of amplifying received RF signals 
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in order to meet the required power level for tag operations to occur. 

8. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carrender et al. 
[U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Mays et al. [U.S. Patent 6,838,989], and further in view of 
Amtmann [U.S. Patent Publication 2003/0095033] 

With regard to claim 45, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of the output code being 
governed by the magnitude of the received signal met by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags 
having energy transmitted to them in order to power them thus rendering a certain power level at 
which a tag can respond (column 1, lines 56-67). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose an 
amplifier for amplifying received signals. 

In the field of RFID communications, Mays et al. teaches the use of an amplifier in an 
RFID tag to amplify the received signal (column 7, lines 31-53). The limitation of the 
transformer being a piezo-electric is a design choice. The artisan recognizes the obviousness of 
using a piezo-electric transformer in an RFID tag as it would allow a manufacturer to fabricate a 
transformer that will operate well with the other tag components. Therefore, it would be obvious 
to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals from an RFID transceiver 
and RFID tag amplifier to create an RFID tag that is capable of amplifying received RF signals 
in order to meet the required power level for tag operations to occur. However, the combination 
of Carrender et al. and Mays et al. fails to disclose a multilayer transformer. 

In the field of RFID communications, Amtmann teaches the use of a tag's power supply 
circuit containing a limiting stage and a clock generation stage (paragraph 0025). It would be 
obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals, power 
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transformer, and multi-component power supply for and RFID tag to create a passive RFID tag 
that is able to generate power from the received RF signals sent to it from a transceiver and use 
the power generate to operate the tag as well as control the tag's clock. 

9. Claims 46, 49-50, and 52-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Carrender et al. [U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Baldischweiler et al. [U.S. Patent 
Publication 2003/0121985] 

With regard to claim 46, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of a clocking means 
circuitry met by multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; 
column 5, lines 1 1-27). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose a safety mechanism 
preventing excessive power being supplied to the tag's circuitry. 

In the field of RF communications, Baldischweiler et al. teaches the excess energy 
received from an interrogator being used to increase the clock frequency thus preventing the 
excessive energy from damaging the tag's circuitry (paragraph 0008). It would be obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals and excessive energy use to 
create an RFID tag that is able to receive RF signals and use them to power the tag and divert 
excess generate energy in order to prevent any damage to the RFID tag's circuitry. 

With regard to claim 49, please refer to the rejection for claim 46 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 50, please refer to the rejection for claim 46 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 52, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of a master clock signal 
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being in constant operation by disclosing by disclosing multiple signal generators on an RFID 
tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; column 5, lines 11-27) creating multiple signals on an RFID 
tag according to a control signal (column 5, lines 1 1-27) that are sent to the tag's processor 
(figure 5 A, item 74). 

With regard to claim 53, please refer to the rejection for claim 46 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 54, please refer to the rejection for claim 46 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

10. Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carrender et al. 
[U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Baldischweiler et al. [U.S. Patent Publication 2003/0121985], 
and further in view of Mejia [U.S. Patent 4,680,582] 

With regard to claim 51, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of a clocking means 
circuitry met by disclosing multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, 
and 72; column 5, lines 1 1-27) creating multiple signals on an RFID tag that are sent to the tag's 
processor (figure 5A, item 74). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose a safety mechanism 
preventing excessive power being supplied to the tag's circuitry. 

In the field of RF communications, Baldischweiler et al. teaches the excess energy 
received from an interrogator being used to increase the clock frequency thus preventing the 
excessive energy from damaging the tag's circuitry (paragraph 0008). It would be obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals and excessive energy use to 
create an RFID tag that is able to receive RF signals and use them to power the tag and divert 
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excess generate energy in order to prevent any damage to the RFID tag's circuitry. However, the 
combination of Carrender et al. and Baldischweiler et al. fails to disclose a tag's master clock 
being synchronized according to a received signal. 

In the field of remote communications, Mejia teaches a remote station synchronizing its 
own clock according to that of a received signal from a master station (column 1, lines 6-18). It 
would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals, the 
increase in a tag's clock, and clock synchronization to create an RFID tag having an oscillator 
that synchronizes its own clock according to a received RF signal and increases the clock signal 
as the energy received from the RF signal increases. 

11. Claims 55-56 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carrender et al. [U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Baldischweiler et al. [U.S. Patent Publication 
2003/0121985], and further in view of Mansfield, Jr. et al. [U.S. Patent 6,441,723] 

With regard to claim 55, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of a clocking means 
circuitry met by multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; 
column 5, lines 11-27). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose a safety mechanism 
preventing excessive power being supplied to the tag's circuitry. 

In the field of RF communications, Baldischweiler et al. teaches the excess energy 
received from an interrogator being used to increase the clock frequency thus preventing the 
excessive energy from damaging the tag's circuitry (paragraph 0008). It would be obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals and excessive energy use to 
create an RFID tag that is able to receive RF signals and use them to power the tag and divert 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/520,1 74 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2612 

excess generate energy in order to prevent any damage to the RFID tag's circuitry. However, the 
combination of Carrender et al. and Baldischweiler et al. fails to disclose multiple logic gates 
connected to an oscillator. 

In the field of communications, Mansfield, Jr. et al. teaches a transmitter having multiple 
logic gates connected to an oscillation circuit (column 4, lines 57-67; column 5, lines 1-12). It 
would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals, 
increase in clock speed, signal generators, and logic gates to create an RFID tag that is able to 
generate an RFID tag capable of generating multiple oscillation frequencies based upon the 
received RF signals from a transmitter and have the generated frequencies transmitted to the 
processor of the tag via multiple logic gates. 

With regard to claim 56, please refer to the rejection for claim 55 as the subject matter is 
addressed. 

With regard to claim 61, Carrender et al. meets the limitation of a clocking means 
circuitry met by multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; 
column 5, lines 11-27). However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose a safety mechanism 
preventing excessive power being supplied to the tag's circuitry. 

In the field of RF communications, Baldischweiler et al. teaches the excess energy 
received from an interrogator being used to increase the clock frequency thus preventing the 
excessive energy from damaging the tag's circuitry (paragraph 0008). It would be obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art to combine the received RF signals and excessive energy use to 
create an RFID tag that is able to receive RF signals and use them to power the tag and divert 
excess generate energy in order to prevent any damage to the RFID tag's circuitry. However, the 
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combination of Carrender et al. and Baldischweiler et al. fails to disclose multiple logic gates 
connected to an oscillator. 

In the field of communications, Mansfield, Jr. et al. teaches a transmitter having multiple 
logic gates connected to an oscillation circuit (column 4, lines 57-67; column 5, lines 1-12). The 
artisan recognizes the use of CMOS logic gates as a design choice as CMOS logic gates would 
enable a artisan to place logic gates onto a tag that are small and would not require much power 
to operate. Therefore, it would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
received RF signals, increase in clock speed, signal generators, and logic gates to create an RFID 
tag that is able to generate an RFID tag capable of generating multiple oscillation frequencies 
based upon the received RF signals from a transmitter and have the generated frequencies 
transmitted to the processor of the tag via multiple logic gates. 

12. Claim 60 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carrender et al. 
[U.S. Patent 6,745,008] in view of Lee et al. [U.S. Patent 6,700,931] 

With regard to claim 60, Carrender et al. meets the limitation a tag receiving a signature 
signal by disclosing an RFID tag receiving RF signals from a reader (figure 2, items22 and 24), 
the limitation of processing circuitry sending an identification code to a reader by disclosing each 
tag having a unique identification code associated with a tag (column 4, lines 21-28), the 
limitation of a power supplying means configured to provide an electrical potential difference for 
energizing a tag by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags having energy transmitted to them in 
order to power them (column 1, lines 56-67), the limitation of a clocking means circuitry met by 
multiple signal generators on an RFID tag (figure 5A, items 68, 70, and 72; column 5, lines 11- 
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27), and the limitation of the output code being governed by the magnitude of the received signal 
met by disclosing beam-powered RFID tags having energy transmitted to them in order to power 
them thus rendering a certain power level at which a tag can respond (column 1, lines 56-67). 
However, Carrender et al. fails to disclose the tag synchronizing to avoid contention. 

In the field of RFID communications, Lee et al. teaches an RFID synchronizing with the 
pulsation sent from an RFID tag reader (column 2, lines 16-26). It would be obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the processing circuitry, received RF signals, and signal 
generators to create an RFID tag that is able to generate frequencies according to received RF 
signals and communicate with an RFID reader according to a synchronization signal in order to 
avoid contention with other RFID tags. 

Prior Art 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

U.S. Patent 5,369,800 to Takagi et al. discloses a multi-frequency communications 

system. 

U.S. Patent Publication 2002/0149484 to Carrender discloses an RFID system where a 
reader randomly generates communication frequencies. 

U.S. Patent 6,154,137 to Goff et al. discloses a combination tag having an magnetically- 
responsive element. 



Conclusion 
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14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PAMESHANAND MAHASE whose telephone number is (571) 
270-7223. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday 8:00AM - 5:00PM. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Daniel 
Wu can be reached on 571-272-2964. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an 
application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/PAMESHANAND MAHASE/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



/Daniel Wu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



